ing arrest decisions.
5 Victims' increased participation in the prosecution of offenders has been shown to increase the probability of conviction.
6 Victim concerns and activism do, therefore, appear to influence decisions in the early stages of offender processing.
It is unclear whether victims' involvement is limited to the early stages of processing, but Edward McCabe indicates that it is when he notes: "[i]f victims do become involved with the criminal justice system, they are more likely to participate and have influence during the initial stages of the process rather than the later stages." ' 7 There are many stages in offender processing during which victim participation may influence the outcome. With the exception of parole decisions, however, the sentencing stage is the final opportunity that victims have to influence decisions regarding the offender's fate. But, as Hall points out: "[r]esearch data concerning the victim's role in the sentencing process is scant and unsatisfactory .... [L] ittle attempt is made to clarify or measure the impact .... 8 Studies that have addressed the issue of victim influence on sentencing have generally focused on various victim characteristics rather than on victim participation in processing. These studies have found minor effects on sentencing based on victim characteristics such as: judicial perceptions of the victim's character, any indication of victim cooperation (i.e., victim "blameworthiness"), 9 the racial composition of the offender/victim dyad,' 6 the victim's sex and alleged misconduct," and the victim's race.' 2 These studies, however, are based entirely on the passive role of the victim in the sentencing process. Victim characteristics, therefore, are said to have an impact on sentencing decisions independent of the victims' wishes and concerns. We located only one study where victims participated actively in sentencing decisions.' 3 In this study, the victims directly expressed their wishes to the court. 1 4 This study, however, provided limited statistical analysis, failed to include dispositions of imprisonment and was primarily concerned with restitution for victims. A major reason for this paucity of relevant studies is the rarity ofjurisdictions in which victims are invited to express their sentencing wishes to the sentencing judge. This lack of victim input at the sentencing stage was a concern expressed by the President's Task Force on Victims of Crime when it recommended that "[j]udges should allow for, and give appropriate weight to, input at sentencing from victims of violent crime." 1 5 Under our judicial system, presently the only way that victims can influence sentencing decisions is through their expressed recommendations contained in a presentence report. With reference to this point, McCabe states: " [w] hile little is known about these expressed [sentencing] preferences, these views probably have some, albeit minor, effects on sentencing decisions."' 6 In this study, we explore these effects on the sentencing of offenders convicted of sexual assault.
In our study we focused on the criminal code of Ohio. The criminal code of Ohio requires that a "victim impact" statement be included in all presentence reports and that a victim sentencing recommendation be included in cases involving personal assault. 17 On the surface, this requirement manifests an increased concern for victims and implies that victim recommendations are taken seriously and have a significant impact on sentencing. Eleanore Chelimsky, however, feels that such concern is spurious and that the pro-victim requirements reflect needs of the system such as good public relations, rather than the needs of victims.' 8 If Chelimsky is correct, victim recommendations may have no effect at all on offender sentencing. (1981) .
In addition to exploring the overall effect of victim recommendations on sentencing, this study attempts to determine if victim recommendations have a differential impact within various categories of victim/offender relationships. It is widely known that victims who are related to their assailants are less likely to vigorously seek the offenders' arrest and prosecution. 19 Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that the closer the relationship is between the offender and the victim, the less likely it is that the victim will recommend imprisonment. Actual sentences, however, do not necessarily reflect victim recommendations. In the case of sexual assault within the family, for instance, lenient victim recommendations may not translate into lenient sentencing given the general opprobrium attached to incestuous behavior. 20 Conversely, assaults-sexual or otherwise-by strangers usually result in more severe sentences. Sexual activity which, although illegal, is apparently consensual, such as repeated encounters with underage victims or the acceptance of money or other rewards by the victim, may result in lenient dispositions due to perceptions of victim "blameworthiness." Judicial perceptions of blameworthiness have been shown repeatedly to result in more lenient disposition for sex offenders. In this study we address five questions: (1) Do victim recommendations have any significant impact on sentencing independent of legally relevant considerations such as crime seriousness and prior record? (2) Do victims recommend leniency significantly more often as their relationship to the offender becomes closer? (3) Is there a differential impact of recommendations on sentencing according to victim/offender relationship? (4) Does the apparent victim's cooperation in his or her own victimization have a significant independent impact on victim recommendations and/or offender sentencing? and (5) Does the rendering of a victim recommendation, regardless of the type of recommendation, have any general independent impact on offenders for whom recommendations are made compared to offenders whose victims do not make a recommendation?
II. METHODS AND PROCEDURES
The data consisted of 417 sexual assault cases in a metropolitan Ohio county during the years 1980 through 1983. Of these cases, REv. 783 (1981) .
22 See Williams, supra note 9, passim. victims (40.5%) did not. The following crimes were represented in this study: rape, attempted rape, sexual battery, corruption of a minor and gross sexual imposition. All of these crimes were felonies and included incestuous and non-incestuous encounters. All of the offenders were male. Sentences were rendered in terms of probation/prison dichotomies, the form in which victim recommendations were made known to the sentencing judge in the presentence investigation reports (PSI's). These recommendations were made either by the victims themselves or by their parents or guardians if the victims were minors.
23
Any study of sentencing must contain adequate controls for the effects of legally relevant variables such as crime seriousness and prior record. Our measures of crime seriousness and prior record were those measures actually in use by the Ohio courts and were based on non-binding sentencing guidelines. 24 Offender/victim relationships were coded as follows: father/stepfather (n = 63), other relative (n = 33), acquaintance (n = 84), and stranger (n = 68). Victim cooperation with the offender in the sexual encounter was coded "Yes" (n = 25) and "No" (n = 223). Victim cooperation was coded affirmatively only if the PSI contained unambiguous statements to this effect. Data analysis was based on chi-square and regression analysis and their associated statistics.
25
23 The validity of substituting the recommendation of a parent or guardian for that of the victim might be questioned. It is, however, the general practice of this probation department not to interview child victims of sexual assault, but rather to interview his or her parents or legal guardian and request a recommendation from them. The rationale for this is based on published statements of the chief court psychiatrist of this particular jurisdiction, Dr. Henry Hartman: "Intense emotional reactions on the part of parents, repeated questioning by police, unpleasant appearances and cross-examination in courtrooms may all be as traumatic or even more traumatic than the offense itself." BASIC PSYCHIATRY FOR CORRECTrONS WORKERS 217 (1978) . Thus, where the victim is a minor, obtaining parent or guardian recommendations is consistent with departmental procedure.
24 For a complete explanation of the measurement of these variables and of the sentencing guidelines, see Walsh, Differential Sentencing Patterns Among Felony Sex Offenders and Non-Sex Offenders, 75 J. CRIM. L. & CRIMINOLOGY 443, 445-47 (1984) .
25 While there is debate regarding the appropriateness of using OLS regression techniques with dichotomous dependent variables, this technique is more readily interpretable and yields similar results to logistic regression when the mean on the dependent variable is close to .50; this is the case with the sentence variable in the present study. 
III. RESULTS
We first examined findings relating to those cases for which some type of sentencing recommendation was made (n = 248). The preliminary chi-square analysis presented in Table 1 indicates 14 that victim recommendations are significantly related to the sentence received (X 2 = 4.98, p < .05, tau b = .14). Seventy-one (28.6%) offenders received a probation recommendation from their victims and 177 (71.4%) received a recommendation of imprisonment. The computed odds ratio for these data is 1.9. This indicates that the odds in favor of a recommendation/sentence agreement are 1.9:1.26 However, an analysis of the conditional odds-the odds that an offender will receive a certain sentence given the type of victim recommendation he received-reveals that recommendation/sentence agreement is almost completely a function of probation recommendations. If an offender received a recommendation for probation from his victim, his odds of receiving probation are 1.84:1. On the other hand, if he received a recommendation of imprisonment, the odds that he will be incarcerated are almost even at 1.03:1. An analysis of the various sub-categories of offender/victim relationship is presented in 26 The odds ratio is the familiar crossproduct ratio for a 2 x 2 table: odds ratio = (fll)(f22)/(f21)(f12). The conditional odds are obtained by (fll)/(f21). See, e.g., D. category, 74.6% of the victims (n = 47) recommended probation and 25.4% (n = 16) recommended prison. The courts agreed with a probation recommendation in 55.3% of the cases, however, the courts agreed with a prison recommendation in only 12.5% of the cases. Victim recommendations were significantly related to sentences, but in a negative direction (X 2 (corrected) = 4.03, p < .05, tau b = -. 29).27 The conditional odds of receiving probation given a probation recommendation were only 1.2:1 and the conditional odds of receiving a prison sentence given a prison recommendation were 7:1 against. The overall odds ratio was 5.6:1 against an offender receiving the recommended sentence in this category.
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In the "other relative" category, 8 offenders (24.2%) received a probation recommendation and 25 offenders (75.8%) received a recommendation of imprisonment. No recommendation/sentence relationship was observed for this category (X 2 (corrected) = 0.00).
In the "acquaintance" category, 14 (16.7%) of the offenders received a probation recommendation and 70 (83.3%) received a recommendation for imprisonment. The recommendation/sentence relationship was significant for this category (X 2 (corrected) = 4.3, p < .05, tau b = .26). The odds ratio was 5.6:1 that an offender would receive the recommended sentence. Again, interpretive caution should be exercised because the conditional odds of receiving probation given a probation recommendation (6:1) primarily account for this agreement. The conditional odds of receiving a prison sentence given a prison recommendation were 1.1:1 against.
27
The corrected chi-square is used when any cell of a 2 X 2 table contains less than five cases. The correction factor is applied by reducing the value of the term (F obs. -F exp.) by .5 before squaring the difference and dividing by the expected frequency for that cell.
The statistics for the "stranger" category were uninterpretable because only 2 of the 68 offenders in this category received a probation recommendation. Both of these offenders received the recommended sentence. Of the 66 for whom prison was recommended, 71.2% received a prison sentence and 28.5% received probation.
Overall, Table 2 reveals a "perfect" inverse relationship between the degree of closeness of the offender/victim relationship and judicial agreement with victims' recommendation in both the probation and prison categories. The percentage of probation agreements ranged from 55.3% to 100% and the percentage of prison agreements ranged from 12.5% to 71.2%.
The relationship between victim cooperation and sentence type (not shown in tabular form) was in the predicted direction, but it was not significant (X = 2.3 n.s., tau b = .10). The conditional odds for receiving probation if the victim cooperated in the assault were 2.1:1 and the conditional odds for receiving probation given non-cooperation were 1.1:1.
The relationship between victim cooperation and victim recommendation was significant (X = 7.4, p < .01, tau b = .17). In those cases where the victim cooperated in the offense, 52% of the victims recommended probation; only 26% of those victims who were not cooperative recommended probation. The conditional odds for a probation recommendation given victim cooperation were 1.1:1 and, given non-cooperation, the conditional odds were 2.8:1 against receiving a probation recommendation. These data suggest that the victim implicitly recognized his or her role in the offense by generally making a lenient sentencing recommendation.
28

A. REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF THE RECOMMENDATION/SENTENCE
RELATIONSHIP
For our regression analysis of the recommendation/sentence relationship we dummy-coded the relationship variable and used 28 As we noted in the methods section, victim cooperation was coded affirmatively only if the PSI contained unambiguous statements to this effect (i.e., the victim's own admission). Some may find it difficult to conceptualize the voluntary submission of a child to sexual encounters, and it may be especially difficult to conceptualize this submission if his or her father or stepfather was the offender. Nevertheless, such voluntary submission does occur, usually in return for money or other rewards such as being favored over other siblings. Victim cooperation, however, is less frequent in the father/stepfather category than in the other relative or acquaintance categories. The numbers and percentages of cases in which victim cooperation occurred are as follows: father/stepfather = 5 (7.9%); other relative = 4 (12.1%); acquaintance = 14 (16.7%); stranger = 2 (2.9%). The chi-square for these data (not shown in tabular form) was significant (X 2 = 8.3, df = 3, p < .04, Cramer's V = .18).
the "stranger" category as the reference category. 29 Table 3 reveals that victim recommendation has no effect on the sentence type re- Relationship variables dummy coded.
ceived by sex offenders. Any agreement initially observed between recommendation and sentence is entirely mediated by the legally relevant variables of crime seriousness and prior record. The only other variable that even approaches significance is the dummycoded acquaintance category. Victim cooperation has no independent impact on sentencing, indicating that judges do not ascribe great weight to victim "blameworthiness," after we statistically adjusted for the impact of legally relevant variables. Due to the previously determined differential impact of victim recommendations on sentence type according to victim/offender relationship, we decided to run two separate regression analyses: one to assess the impact of victim recommendations on sentence type for close family members (father/stepfather) and one for all other victim/offender relationships combined. These results are presented in Table 4 . In the father/stepfather category, we observed a weak, non-significant tendency for victim recommendations to be negatively related to sentence type. In the "other" category, 29 Dummy variable analysis is a technique whereby a categorical independent variable is transformed into a set of k -1 unordered variables so that separate effects of each category of the independent variable on the dependent variable can be estimated. The constant (the y intercept) and its associated statistics represent the independent effect and significance level for the reference category. we observed, after adjusting for the effects of other variables, a weak but statistically significant positive relationship between recommendation and sentence.
The differential impact of the legally relevant variables in the two models is interesting. In the father/stepfather category, the most important variable is prior record, while in the "other" category, prior record has no significant independent impact. Conversely, crime seriousness has no significant impact on sentencing in the father/stepfather category, but it is the most important determinant of sentencing in the "other" category. Victim cooperation had no impact in either model. On the crime seriousness measure used in this jurisdiction, the "other" category scored significantly higher than the father/stepfather category (means of 3.09 and 1.84, respectively, t = 4.2, p < .001). The relative lack of variance in crime seriousness for the father/stepfather category accounts for the inability of this variable to exert any independent effect on sentencing. The low crime seriousness mean also indicates that, legally speaking, incestuous encounters are considered less serious in relation to other sexual assaults. There was no significant difference on the measure of prior record (means of 3.94 and 3.62).
B.
DETERMINANTS OF VICTIM RECOMMENDATIONS Consistent with our expectations, Table 5 shows that having father or stepfather status is the most powerful determinant of a probation recommendation. Victim cooperation remains a significant determinant of a probation recommendation after adjusting for the effects of the other variables in the model. Surprisingly, crime seriousness does not exert a significant independent effect on victim recommendations. It is important to recall, however, that twothirds of the probation recommendations were made by victims whose assailants were fathers or stepfathers. Although the stranger category (represented by the constant) is reported as significant, it is meaningless since only two victims in this category recommended probation.
These findings should be treated with caution since the mean of the dependent variable (.714) approaches the upper range limit beyond which OLS regression can underestimate the effects of continuous variables (crime seriousness and prior record) relative to the effects of dummy variables. Relationship variables dummy coded.
whom a recommendation was made, regardless of the type of recommendation (n = 248), with the sentencing of those offenders for whom no victim recommendation was made (n = 169). A chisquare analysis (not shown in tabular form) revealed that, as a [Vol. 77 group, those offenders for whom a recommendation was made received significantly more lenient sentences (X 2 = 12.4, p < .001, tau b = .17) than did offenders receiving no recommendation. In the former group, 53.6% received probation and 46.4% were sent to prison. Of the 169 offenders who did not receive any recommendation from their victims, 36.1% received probation and 63.9% were sent to prison. The odds ratio (2.05:1) indicates that the latter group was just over twice as likely to be sent to prison as the former group. The regression analysis presented in Table 6 indicates that this Coding: Recommendation made: Yes = 0, no = 1.
Other variables same as Table 3 .
differential sentencing effect is independent of legally relevant variables and of victim cooperation. This effect is undoubtedly a function of the probation recommendations that were made. In other words, it appears likely that some of the sex offenders granted probation would have been imprisoned were it not for the probation recommendations they received from their victims. In general terms, then, the overall impact of victim recommendations in this jurisdiction appears to have been the mitigation of the offender's punishment.
D. CHARACTERISTICS OF RECOMMENDING AND NON-RECOMMENDING
VICTIMS
Because offenders were treated dfferently based simply on whether or not a sentencing recommendation was made, it would appear necessary to determine what differences, if any, exist between the characteristics of those cases. To make this determination, we examined the following variables: the offender/victim relationship, victim cooperation, crime seriousness as determined by the measure used by the Ohio courts, victim harm, the victim's sex, age, and race, and the racial composition of the victim/offender dyad.
The offender/victim relationship had a significant effect on whether or not a recommendation was made (X 2 = 9.0, df = 3, p < .03, V = .15). Those victims in the acquaintance category, the category containing the greatest percentage of cooperating victims, were the least likely to make a recommendation (51.5%). The percentages in the other categories were: stranger (60.2%), father/stepfather (66.3%), and other relative (71.7%).
Consistent with these findings, we found that victims who cooperated with their assailants were significantly more likely to decline to make a sentencing recommendation (X 2 = 6.7, p < .01, tau b = -. 13). It is perhaps not surprising that these individuals would be reluctant to speak with a probation officer about sentencing for an illegal encounter in which they freely participated.
We found no differences in crime seriousness and victim harm between the recommending and non-recommending groups. The mean scores of the sentencing guidelines on crime seriousness for both groups were essentially similar (t = -0.31, n.s.). Victim harm was categorized as: (1) no harm (2) minor harm (3) hospitalized (4) psychological and (5) pregnancy. 3 ' The chi-square value for victim harm and whether or not a recommendation was made was not significant (X 2 = 7.7, df = 4, p > .10). To explore this further, we dichotomized the victim harm variable into "some harm" and "no harm" categories. This categorization also failed to provide a statistically significant difference (X 2 = 1.6).
The victim's sex (X 2 = 0.9), race (X 2 = 1.7) and age (t --0.54), did not significantly differentiate between the recommending and non-recommending groups. There were 354 female victims and 63 male victims; 276 were white and 141 were black.
Among the 276 white victims of sexual assault, the race of the offender (224 whites and 52 blacks) had no significant impact on whether or not a recommendation was made (X 2 = 0.7). Among the black victims, the race of the offender (15 whites and 126 blacks) also made no significant difference (X 2 = 0.1). We then divided the sample into whites who were assaulted by whites (N = 224) and blacks who were assaulted by blacks (N = 126), disregarding the interracial assaults. This procedure also failed to significantly differentiate between the two groups in their propensity to make a sen-31 For a complete explaination of the victim harm variables, see Walsh, supra note 24.
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tencing recommendation (X 2 = 1.1). Thus, only victim/offender relationship and victim cooperation had any statistically significant effect on whether or not a sentencing recommendation was made.
IV. DISCUSSION Our findings suggest that requiring a victim impact statement and recommendation as part of the presentence report is a mere genuflection to ritualistic legalism. Nonetheless, this requirement may have a placebo value in that it creates the impression that "something is being done." Based on our observation that there was greater overall agreement than disagreement between victim recommendations and imposed sentences (64.8% for probation, 50.8% for prison), the majority of victims in this jurisdiction may indeed feel that their wishes and concerns were taken into account. They do not know, of course, that this agreement is almost entirely mediated by legally relevant variables.
This study raises the question of whether or not victims should have a significant influence on the sentencing process. Certainly, a distinction must be made between the wishes of victims and the rights of defendants and the needs and requirements of the system. The fact that 89.5% of the victims in this study who were sexually assaulted by non-relatives recommended imprisonment reveals a high level of vindictiveness. While this vindictiveness may be understandable, one of the primary functions of the law is to mitigate the natural urge for vengeance by subjecting personal grievances to evaluation by disinterested third parties and formalized rules. Victims certainly deserve more consideration by the law and its agents, but the law cannot simply become the instrument of their revenge.
It is an entirely different matter, however, when the courts ignore victim recommendations that their assailants be granted probation. While such a recommendation does not necessarily signify forgiveness, it is clearly inconsistent with a desire for revenge. The father/stepfather category was the only category in which probation was recommended more often than imprisonment. TO ignore the wishes of the victim for probation in these cases may amount to a double victimization, a victimization which may result in more detrimental effects than the sexual assault itself. This victimization may take the form of guilt, of the victim feeling responsible for the father's or stepfather's punishment, animosity from other family members toward the victim, and economic deprivation resulting from the offender's incarceration.
Of course, judges must consider issues that are broader than the possible implications of the sentence for the victim. In our criminal justice system, the offended party is society as a whole, rather than the individual. Criminal justice decision-makers perhaps feel that their primary responsibility is to protect the rest of society by ordering incarceration when it is warranted by legally relevant variables. By taking such action, they also send a symbolic message to potential offenders. This argument, however, has greater force in cases of acquaintance and stranger sexual assaults. One might speculate that a recommendation of probation for fathers and stepfathers may, in some cases, result from threats of retribution, either from the offender or other family members, or from factors other than the victim's genuine concern for the fate of the offender. Our study does not answer this question. The only data available to us was the stated preference of the victims; we did not have access to their motivations.
There is a marked disregard for the preferences of victims of incestuous sexual assault. This tendency was true not only when the recommended disposition was for probation, but also when the stated preference was for incarceration. We suggest that the lack of agreement with probation recommendations for fathers and stepfathers convicted of sexual assault may reflect society's general distaste for incestuous sexual encounters. The greater lack of agreement with imprisonment recommendations in this category can only be explained in terms of legal and systemic considerations.
Our analysis of the groups for whom recommendations were and were not made revealed that those offenders who received a recommendation were significantly less likely, as a group, to be imprisoned. Since these two groups differed only in terms of whether or not they received a recommendation and since most of those receivng a recommendation received a prison recommendation, the observed sentencing differential appears to be almost entirely a function of probation recommendations. If an offender, therefore, received a recommendation of probation from his victim, and if probation seemed warranted according to legal criteria, such as crime seriousness and prior record, the recommendation tipped the scale in favor of probation and away from prison. If, however, prison appeared to be the legally warranted disposition, it was highly unlikely that an offender would receive probation even if the victim recommended it.
A comparison of the characteristics of those victims who made a sentencing recommendation with those victims who did not showed that of the nine variables tested only the victim/offender relationship and victim cooperation had any significant impact on the deci-sion to recommend a probation sentence. We conclude that the requirement of a victim recommendation has some symbolic and possibly some substantive value. In cases where judges were uncertainly poised between probation versus a prison decision, undoubtably more than one offender was granted probation because of a victim recommendation.
